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processing. As Bell Atlantic and others admit, call processing
time may increase by up to four seconds a call, not including the
delay introduced by routing each call through two operator
systems.2? AT&T has estimated that BPP would increase the
processing time of even the simplest calls by 25%, and could
increase processing time on some calls by as much as 20
seconds. 21 Moreover, this increased call processing time will
remain until SS7 has been deployed.

Furthermore, if BPP is implemented, callers will suffer with
two different operator systems on each 0+ call. First, the local
telephone company operator system will need to determine which
OSP will handle the call, and then, because there is no automated
way to pass this information on to the 0SP as yet, the OSP
operator will need to request billing information and, in some
instances, routing information. This need to use two operators
per call would significantly degrade service and unnecessarily
increase call processing time, not to mention confuse and
frustrate customers.

2. BPP Should Not Be Mandated Because Consumers Will
Already Be Familiar With The Status Quo

The Commission proposes a plan that will make 0+ dialing

confusing and inconvenient for the caller despite the fact that a

simpler and more efficient access method that everyone is

20 Bell Atlantic Petition for Rulemaking at 5-6.

21 Comments of American Telephone and Telegraph Company, filed
October 2, 1987 in RM-6113 at 23.
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accustomed to using is already in place. The MFJ Court and the
Commission have painstakingly taken steps to ensure that end

users of pay telephones presubscribed to a particular OSP have

22 The public telephone

access to the OSP of choice.
presubscription process is well-established and consumers have
been and continue to be educated about gaining access to their
preferred carriers.?? All OSPs are now required to offer

methods of obtaining access to their network through the use of
access codes or 800 numbers. In short, a better means of
allowing customers to choose their preferred 0+ carriers is
already a reality, and it is provided through a mechanism that is

far less complicated, far less confusing and far less costly to

the caller than BPP.

3. It Remains Unresolved Whether The BOCs Can Provide

Operator Services To OSPs Under The MFJ
In August 1986, AT&T filed for a declaratory ruling from the

MFJ Court to determine whether the MFJ proscribes BOCs from
providing operator services to OSPs.2?% AT&T argued that every

operator call completion and assistance function that 0OSPs

22 See NPRM at 3-4.

23 The consuming public will have several years’ experience
with presubscription and alternative forms of access such as
10XXX dialing before BPP can be provided. Callers will thus
be thoroughly familiar with the present system and will have
learned how to access their carrier of choice, just at the
time the Commission wants to change the entire system.

24 AT&T’s Motion for Declaratory Ruling on Operator Call
Handling in United States v. Western Electric Co., C.A. No.
82-0192 (D.D.C.), filed August 20, 1986.
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perform today is an interexchange service. As such, AT&T
asserted that the BOCs are prohibited from providing these
services under the MFJ.2°
Unfortunately, the Court has not resolved these MFJ issues.
Mandatory BPP, forcing all pay telephone 0+ calls to go through
LEC operators raises serious issues of decree violations that can
only be resolved by the MFJ Court. Stated differently, the
Commission should not proceed with this rulemaking until these
important legal questions are resolved by the MFJ Court.
4. The Commission, Like The MFJ Court, Should Shelve
Its Tentative Decision To Implement BPP Until It

Can Be Provided Efficiently And The Costs Are
Known

a. Contrary to the claims of Bell Atlantic and
others, the MFJ Court did not mandate LIDB or
BPP and the BOCs already were spending money
to deploy LIDB irrespective of this
proceeding
The MFJ Court never ordered BPP or massive expenditures on
LIDB. The Court did not even suggest that the BOCs do anything
that they were not already doing in other contexts. The Court
only said that it "expects that the Regional Companies will
continue expeditiously to perfect the LIDB system." 698 F. Supp.
at 367. As the Commission knows, the BOCs have been developing
LIDB for a number of years to serve several functions. BPP is

merely one possible function that could be provided through LIDB.

Furthermore, the MFJ Court never mandated BPP. The MFJ

25  ynited States v. AT&T, § II (D)(1), 552 F. Supp. at 227.
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Court’s Order was issued to eliminate discriminatory routing of
BOC public telephone traffic. When the Order was issued, the
BOCs were routing all O+ calls from public payphones to AT&T.
The issue that the Court resolved was which competitivé systen
was to replace this discriminatory routing.

Although the Court did emphasize that a system that would
permit the billed party to select the OSP by dialing O+ was
desirable, the Court concluded that such a system was years from
realization. The Court evaluated a number of other alternative
O+ systems and finally concluded that premises-owner
presubscription was the best option available. Thus, the Order
mandated implementation of premises-owner presubscription, not
BPP. The BOCs have every reason to continue with the development
and implementation pf LIDB for the same reasons that they started

such development.

b. Should the MFJ Court order the BOCs to use
BPP, it will be as an antitrust remedy

If the MFJ Court ultimately orders the BOCs to implement
BPP, it will be as a further remedy for past antitrust
violations. The BOCs should not benefit from this remedy imposed
as a sanction. The proposed rulemaking with tragic irony will
harm an emerging competitive industry sector to protect former
monopolists, and would be utterly inconsistent with the

Commission’s promotion of competition.
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5. Market Forces, Not Government Agency Intervention,

Should Be Allowed to Influence O+ Services

The Commission’s policy of encouraging competition in
telecommunications markets is premised on the belief that a
competitive marketplace will benefit consumers.2® Rather than
allowing the market to work, the Commission is now suggesting in
the NPRM that it will step in with regula@ion to remedy a problem
that does not exist, and may never exist, i.e., the alleged
displacement of public telephones by private payphones at some
time in the future. Such an action would run counter to the
Commission’s attempts to develop competitive markets for
telecommunications services. The market can work to satisfy
consumer needs and the Commission should allow it to do so in
this instance.

As an example of these market forces at work, while the BOCs
were ignoring the mandate of the MFJ that they provide equal
access for all telephones, the operation of the market led IPPs
to essentially the same result that the MFJ Court ultimately
concluded was the best solution for public telephones. IPP
telephones are routinely presubscribed to an OSP by the telephone
owner, just as public telephones are now required to be
presubscribed by the premises owner. The difference is that the
operation of a competitive marketplace led to this result sooner

than judicial or regulatory intervention.

26 See dgenerally, Computer III and Competitive Carrier
Decisions.
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This instance is no exception. Regulatory intervention
aimed at issues better addressed by competitive market forces
cannot seriously be expected to achieve beneficial results. The
Commission should not abandon its policy of relying on
competitive markets to serve the interests of consumers.
D. IF BPP 1S ADOPTED BY THE COMMISSION, THERE IS NO
LEGITIMATE BASIS FOR REQUIRING BPP FROM ALL PAY
TELEPHONES

1. There Is Ample Precedent To Support Different

Treatment of IPP Payphones and Public Telephones

Private payphones are just what their name implies -- the
private property of their owners -- and the owners of such phones
should be permitted to use them in whatever manner they choose,
so long as there is no harm to the public network. Both the
Commission and the courts long ago recognized the legitimate
interest of the owners of telephone equipment in deciding how
best to use that equipment.27

In Hush-a-Phone Corp. v. United States, 238 F.2d 266 (D.C.
Cir. 1956), the D.C. Circuit held that AT&T could not prohibit
its customers from attaching to AT&T-owned telephone equipment
devices designed to screen out background noise and protect
privacy of conversations. The court held that AT&T’s prohibition
of such foreign attachments was an "unwarranted interference with

the telephone subscriber’s right reasonably to use his [or her]

27 The two cases discussed below and all that followed from
those cases are in addition to the distinction recognized by
the MFJ Court as described earlier.
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telephone in ways which are privately beneficial without being
publicly detrimental."?® This principle is even more
significant here, where the telephone equipment at issue is owned
by private individuals.??

The Commission applied the same principle in Use of the
Carterfone Device in Message Toll Tel. Serv., 13 F.C.C.2d 420
(1960). In that case, the Commission ruled that AT&T could not
prohibit an interconnection between the public toll telephone
system and private mobile radio systems. The Commission held
that it was unreasonable to prohibit the use of interconnecting
devices that do not adversely affect the telephone system. 13
F.C.C.2d at 423.

In Carterfone and Hush-a-Phone, the Commission and the court
recognized the right of the equipment owner to determine the
proper use of his or her equipment, so long as that use does not
create public harm. Similarly, the private payphone owner should
be permitted to determine how to make the best use of his or her
telephones, and, in doing so, presubscribe them to an OSP to

utilize the services of that carrier if he or she so chooses. In

other words, without actual demonstrated public harm, the

28 238 F.2d at 269.

29  In fact, given the motives of Bell Atlantic’s petition,
i.e.. to preserve its public payphone domain, the well-
spring of this proceeding is the private benefit of Bell
Atlantic and other BOCs to the detriment of the public as
described herein.
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Commission should not interfere with the use of private payphones
by their owners.

2. Presubscription Commissions Are Paid to Reimburse
Premises Owners For Services, Not As a Bribe

The Commission appears to view presubscription commissions
as some form of insidious payment made at the expense of
consumers.3? To the contrary, these commissions are a well-
intentioned payment to the premises owner for his or her
vigilance and responsibility regarding the payphone.3! The
private payphone owner has a substantial nexus with the payphone
on his or her premises and should be reimbursed for servicing
that payphone. Without a commission, these premises owners would

have little or no incentive to install and maintain payphones.

E. THE BOCS WILL NOT BE UNFAIRLY DISADVANTAGED IF BPP IS
SHELVED, AND THE FCC SHOULD NOT GRANT THE BOCS’ REQUEST
FOR PROTECTION AGAINST COMPETITION

1. Bell Atlantic Is Not Motivated By Equal Access
Concerns, But By Fear That The Application Of BPP
To Public Payphones Will Cause Premises Owners To
Switch To Private Payphones, And Thereby Reduce
Its Revenues

The real concern of Bell Atlantic and, by extension, LECs,

with regard to BPP is nothing more than the fact that they may

30 The Commission states that BPP "would focus competition in
operator services towards end users" and presumptively away
from presubscription contract commissions for aggregators.
NPRM at 9.

31 As an example, it is not the payphone caller that contacts
the appropriate service provider when the payphone is
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lose some business as the result of enforcement of an antitrust
decree that was intended to make the telecommunications industry
more competitive. The BOCs assert, and the Commission appears to
agree, that if BPP is implemented only for public telephones,
then public telephones will be replaced by private telephones,
since the owners of private payphones will continue to receive
commissions from the OSPs to whom they presubscribe their
telephones.

The assertion that the BOCs will lose business is purely

32 private payphones represent only 10% or less of

speculative.
the market33 despite the fact that 0SPs have always offered

commissions on interLATA private payphone traffic. Thus, in the
past, the availability of commissions did not cause a widespread
defection of LEC customers. This imagined harm is certainly not

sufficient to justify the rulemaking that the Commission is

embarking upon.

2. The Commission Should Not Interpose Itself To
Protect The Market Share Of Former Monopolists

As an equitable matter, the Commission is under no

obligation to, and indeed should not, undertake a rulemaking to

32 The Commission has clearly enunciated the principle that
relief will not be granted on the basis of surmise,

speculation or conjecture. See e.g., In re Applications of
Compass Rose Communications Corp., MM Docket No. 88-581, 6

F.C.C. Rcd 1518 (1991); In re Applications of Radio
Jonesboro, Inc., BC Docket Nos., 82-641, 82-643, 82-645, 96

F.C.C.2d 1106 (rel. March 21, 1984).

33 See Communications Daily, vol. 9, No. 63, April 3, 1989, at

3.
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protect the business of the companies that already hold 90% of
the pay telephone market. Since the consent decree that is
apparently the impetus for this proposed rulemaking arose under
the antitrust laws in the first instance, the policies and
7objectives of the antitrust laws are relevant in assessing the
effects of that decree. The antitrust laws are intended to
protect competition, not competitors.3? whether the LECs lose
some business is irrelevant. The loss of market share is a
normal and appropriate result of effective antitrust oversight
and market competition.

The BOCs and the Commission’s tentative approval of BPP will
not work to promote competition, but will protect the OSPs
against competition. The purpose of the MFJ was to eliminate
monopoly and introduce competition into markets for
communications services to the greatest extent possible. This
objective will never be achieved if former monopolists are able
to seek regulatory intervention to protect their already
significant market share and, in the process, ironically but

effectively, destroy competition and all of its attendant

benefits.
34 See Brunswick Corp. v. Pueblo Bowl-0O-Ma c., 429 U.Ss.

477, 488 (1977); Brown Shoe Co. v, United States, 370 U.S.
294, 320 (1962).
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F. THIS PROPOSED RULEMAKING VIOLATES THE PRESIDENTIAL
ORDER ON REGULATORY REFORMS

The Commission’s proposed rulemaking violates the
Presidential Order mandating reduced government regulation.3%

The Commission’s BPP proposal would, as discussed above, lead
inexorably to the devastation of the OSP and IPP industries.
Costs of BPP implementation would be carried by consumers. Thus,
the BPP rulemaking falls within the type of "prescriptive
command-and-control requirements" that the Presidential Order was
designed to stop.

The President, on January 28, 1992, ordered a moratorium on
new regulatory initiatives not subject to statutory or judicial
deadlines.3® The President’s purpose in executing this
moratorium was to "weed out unnecessary and burdensome government
regulation, which impose needless costs on consumers and

n37

substantially impede economic growth. The measure was also

designed "to ensure that, to the maximum extent possible, agency

35 See Memorandum on Reducing the Burden of Government
Regulation, 28 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 232 (Jan. 28, 1992);
Memorandum on Implementing Regulatory Reforms, 28 Weekly
Comp. Pres. Doc. 728 (Apr. 29, 1992).

36 Memorandum on Reducing the Burden of Government Regulation,
28 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 232 (Jan. 28, 1992).

37  1d. The moratorium was extended by 120 days by Executive
Order on April 29, 1992. See Memorandum on Implementing
Regulatory Reforms, 28 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 728 (Apr. 29,
1992).
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resources are devoted to reducing the regulatory burden on the
economy. "38

The BPP rulemaking represents burdensome government
regulations at their worst. As discussed above, needless costs
will be imposed on O+ callers under BPP as consumers will have to
foot the bill for this regulatory transformation. Moreover, BPP
will impede competition for O+ services, especially for OSPs and
IPPs. This rulemaking is anti-competitive and will result in
monopolization for certain LECs of the operator services market.
Instead of trying to implement regulatory reforms with market
mechanisms as the President has ordered,3° the Commission is
seeking to impose by regulatory fiat burdensome and unwieldy
regulations that will only hurt consumers, OSPs, IPPs and the

economy.

III. CONCLUSION
The BPP routing system for 0+ interLATA payphone calls,

while of superficial appeal to the Commission, will result in
nothing more than confusion and great expense for consumers. The
Commission rests its case for BPP on several faulty assumptions.
The Commission believes that the present system of 0+ calling is
puzzling to callers, and that BPP will resolve caller questions.

As shown above, BPP will yield inconsistencies that will

38 1d.

39 See Memorandum on Reducing Government Regulation at 233.
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completely befuddle callers. Although not perfect, the present
0+ system is much easier to understand and use.

The Commission also argues that moving competition away from
aggregators and focusing competition on end users will provide
better services and lower prices to end users. As we have seen,
implementing BPP will cost at least several hundred million
dollars, and perhaps much more. These costs will be paid by the
consumer. Moreover, competition in the operator services
industry and among IPPs has kept costs low for callers. BPP will
devastate 0SPs and IPPs and support a LEC monopoly for these
services. This monopoly will degrade services to consumers and
lead to higher prices. Without appreciable benefits for the
consumer, BPP is not worth its enormous costs and is clearly not

in the public interest.

Charles H.N. Kallenbach
JONES, DAY, REAVIS & POGUE
1450 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005-2088
(202) 879-3939

Its Attorneys

July 7, 1992
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Barbara L. Enloe, hereby certify that copies of the
foregoing Comments of One Call Communications Inc. to the
Proposed Rulemaking were served by first class mail, postage

prepaid, this 7th day of July, 1992, to the persons listed on the

Barbara L. Enloe

attached Service List.

July 7, 1992
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ATTACHMENT

The following individuals and companies have authorized the
use of their name in conjunction with OPTICOM’s filing on Billed
Party Preference. Please incorporate into OPTICOM’s comments the
following:

Florida Pay Telephone Association
Lance C. Norris, President

Indiana Payphone Association
W. J. Nelson, President

South Carolina Public Communications Association
Gene Stewart, President

Georgia Public Communications Association
Jeanie Ray, President

International Payphones
Gene Stewart, Secretary

Minnesota Independent Payphone Association (MIPA)
Jim Winstead, President

Florida Public Telephone, Inc.
Jerry Mabie, President

Indiana Telecom
Troy Brosseau, Vice President

Kessler Communications Corporation
William T. Cordray, President

Pay Tel Communications, Inc.
Vincent Townsend, President

AAA COCOTS, Inc.
Gordon McMahon, Vice President/General Manager

Allied Telecommunication Systems, Inc.
William S. Reichert, President

Dynomic Communications Network, Inc.
C. Peter Dean, President

Communication Telesystems International
Edward S. Soren, President
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ACT, Inc.
H. William Orr, President

Telecom American, Inc.
Larry Levine, President

Pay Phones Plus, Inc.
Chris Schmiedicke, Vice President

North Carolina Payphone Association
Vincent Townsend, President

World Communications, Inc.
Gary L. Pace, President

Independent Coin Payphone Association of Illinois
Joseph J. Amendala, President

Sheffield Systems, Inc.
Joseph J. Amendala, President

U.S. Unitel, Inc.
Robert L. Miller, Jr., President

Michigan Pay Telephone Association
Robert L. Miller, Jr., Director

Tennessee Payphone Association
Steve Anderson, Vice President
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VIC

Judith st. Ledger-Roty

Public Telecommunications
Council, Inc.

Intellicall, Inc.

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay

1200 18th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20036

James F. Meehan

Connecticut Consumer
Counsel

136 Main Street, Suite 501

New Britain, CT 06051

William B. Barfield

Richard M. Sbaratta

1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.

Suite 1800

Atlanta, GA 30367-6000
Attorneys for BellSouth,
Southern Bell and South
Central Bell

bavid E. Smith

Debra W. Schiro

Florida Public Service
Commission

1010 East Gaines Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0861

Paul Rodgers

Charles D. Gray

National Association of
Regulatory Utility Comm’rs.

1102 ICC Building

P.O. Box 684

Washington, DC 20044

Patrick A. Lee

William J. Balcerski

NYNEX

120 Bloomingdale Road
Company

White Plains, NY 10605
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Randall S. Coleman
Lawrence E. Sarjeant
U S West, Inc.

1020 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 700

Washington, DC 20036

Floyd S. Keene

Michael S. Pabian

Ameritech Operating Companies
2000 West Ameritech Center Dr.
Hoffman Estates, IL 60606

Linda T. Muir

Contel Corporation

245 Perimeter Center Parkway
P.O. Box 105194

Atlanta, GA 30348

John M. Glynn

Maryland People’s Counsel
231 East Baltimore Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

Joseph P. Markoski

Ann J. LaFrance

Squire, Sanders & Dempsey
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
P.O. Box 407

Washington, DC 20044

James R. Tuthill

Betsey S. Granger

Pacific Bell

Nevada Bell

140 New Montgomery Street
Room 15285

San Francisco, CA 94105



Stanley J. Moore

1275 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20004
Counsel for Pacific Bell
and Nevada Bell

William F. Werwaiss

Assistant Vice President

Southern New England Telephone
Company

227 Church Street

New Haven, CT 06506

David Wagenhauser
Counsel for TRAC
P.O. Box 12038

Washington, DC 20005

Fred L. Sgori

United Telephone System
Companies

Box 11315

Kansas City, Missouri 64112

Roy L. Morris

Deputy General Counsel

Allnet Communication Services,
Inc.

1990 M Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036

Albert H. Kramer

Robert F. Aldrich

American Public Communications

Keck, Mahin & Cate

Penthouse Suite

1201 New York Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005-3919

F. Thomas Tuttle

1300 Nineteenth Street, NW

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for Cleartel
Communications, Inc.
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Bryan G. Moorhouse

Susan S. White

Public Service Commission of
Maryland

231 East Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21202-3486

William C. Sullivan

Richard C. Hartgrove

Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company

1010 Pine Street, Room 2305

St. Louis, Missouri 63101

Martin T. McCue

Vice President and General
Counsel

United States Telephone Assoc.

900 19th Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, DC 20006-2105

Leon M. Kestenbaun

H. Richard Juhnke

1850 M Street, NW

Suite 1110

Washington, DC 20036

James T. Roche

1875 Eye Street, N.W.

Suite 1250

Washington, DC 20006

Counsel for United Telephone
System Companies

Francine J. Berry
Mark C. Rosenblum
AT&T

295 North Maple Avenue
Room 324401

Mary J. Sisak

Donald L. Elardo

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20006



John A. Ligon

Comtel Computer Corporation
128 Mount Hebron Avenue
P.O. Box 880

Upper Montclair, NJ 07043

Frank W. Krogh

John M. Scorce

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1133 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Albert H. Kramer

Robert F. Aldrich

Wood, Lucksinger & Epstein

2000 M Street, N.W.

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for North American
TeleCommunications Assoc.

Richard E. Wiley
Danny E. Adams
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
Counsel for Operator
Service Providers of America

John M. Goodman
1710 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006
Attorneys for Bell
Atlantic

International Transcription
Service

2100 M Street, N. W,

Suite 1400

Washington, D. C. 20037

Henry Walker

Tennessee Public Service
Commission

460 James Robertson Parkway

Nashville, TN 37219
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G. Bruce Kuehne

Hiatt & Kuehne

Suite 400

100 E. Vermilion Street

Lafayette, LA 70501
Counsel for Louisiana
Payphone Assoc., Inc.

Howard N. Menaker

General Counsel

National Association of
Truck Stop Operators

1199 North Fairfax Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Andrew D. Lipman

Russell M. Blau

Swidler & Berlin, Chartered

3000 K Street, N.W.

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007
Counsel for Operator Assist.
Network and Zero Plus
Dialing, Inc.

Robert M. Peak

Reboul, MacMurray, Hewitt,
Maynard & Kristol

1111 19th Street, NW

Suite 406

~Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for United Artists
Payphone Corporation

Gary Phillips

FCC, Room 544

1919 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20554

William E. Weisman
Weisman Enterprises, Inc.
d/b/a Best Vendors

2828 Lyndale Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN 55408

James Wurtz

Pacific Bell

Nevada Bell

1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20004



James B. Curtain
Southern New England
Telephone Company

227 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06506

W. Dewey Clower

National Association of Truck
Stop Operators

1199 North Fairfax Street

Suite 801

Alexandria, VA 22314

H. Richard Junke

Jay C. Keithley

United Telecommunications, Inc.
1850 M Street, N.W.

11th Floor

Washington, DC 20036

Policy & Program Planning Div.
Common Carrier Bureau

1919 M Street, N.W.

Room 544

Washington, DC 20554

Randolph J. May

David A. Gross

Elizabeth C. Buckingham
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan
Capital Network System, Inc.
1275 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20004-2404

Marta Greytok

Paul D. Meek

Robert W. Gee

Public Utility Comm. of Texas
7800 Shoal Creek Blvd.

Suite 400N

Austin, TX 78757

Genevive Morelli

Competitive Telecommunications
Association

1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W.

Suite 220

Washington, DC 20036
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Gregory Casey

International Telecharge, Inc.
6707 Democracy Blvd.

Bethesda, MD 20817

Josephine S. Trubek
Gregg C. Sayre

Rochester Telephone Corp.
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646-0700

Mary L. Sisak

Donald L. Elardo

MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Downtown Copy Center
1114 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Douglas F. Brent

Advanced Telecommunications

AmeriCall Systems, Inc. and

First Phone of New England,
Inc.

1000 Shelbyville Road

Suite 110

Louisville, KY 40223

Susan M. Shahaman

Central Atlantic Payphone
Association

21 North Fourth Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Gail L. Polivy

GTE Service Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1200

Washington, DC 20036



John F. Dodd

Independent Telecommunications
Network, Inc.

smith, Gill, Fischer & Butts

One Kansas City Place

1200 Main Street, 35th Floor

Kansas City, MO 64105-2152

Carol F. Sulkes

Central Telephone Company
8745 Higgins Road
Chicago, IL 60631

W. Theodore Pierson, Jr.

Brad E. Mutschelknaus

National Telephone Services,
Inc.

Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay

6100 Executive Blvd.

Rockville, MD 20854

Alan W. Saltzman

Zero Plus Dialing, Inc.
9311 San Pedro

Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78216

Glenn B. Manishin

Value-Added Communications,
Inc.

Blumenfeld & Cohen

1615 M Street, N.W.

Suite 700

Washington, DC 20036

Douglas Owens

Northwest Pay Phone Assoc.
4705 16th Avenue, N.W,
Seattle, WA 98105

Larry Moreland

SDN Users Association, Inc.
c/o Caterpiller, Inc.

600 W. Washington St., AD341
East Peoria, IL 61630
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NYCOM Information Services,
Inc.

5 High Ridge Park

Stamford, CT 06905

David Cosseen

National Telephone Cooperative
Association

2626 Pennsylvania Avenue,N.W.

Washington, DC 20037

W. Audie Long

Kenneth F. Melley, Jr.

U. S. Long Distance, Inc.
9311 San Pedro

Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78216

Mitchell F. Brecher
Phonetel Technologies, Inc.
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Jean L. Kiddoo

Cleartel Communications Inc.
and Com Systems, Inc.
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W.

Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Rick L. Anthony

Quest Communications Corp.
6600 College Blvd., Suite 205
Overland Park, KS 66211




